






























































































































a	 range	 of	 –	 especially	 public	 –	 stakeholder	 believe	 in	 the	 (social)	 value	 of	 diverse	 cities	 and	
neighbourhoods,	 it	 has	proven	difficult	 to	get	 investors	 and	public	 treasuries	 to	 invest	 in	diversity	
when	it	comes	to	urban	renewal	projects.	The	theoretical	concepts	applied	to	explore	the	value	of	
diversity	are	super-diversity,	 reflecting	 the	human	complexity	 found	 in	neighbourhoods,	as	well	 as	











ethnic	 diversity	 –	 and	 least	 –	 economic	 diversity.	 Additionally,	 the	 analysis	 sheds	 light	 on	 the	
demographic	 characteristics	of	 so-called	 diversity-seekers	–	a	group	who	actively	 seeks	 to	 live	 in	a	
































































































































































potentially	 face	the	problem	of	becoming	more	segregated	–	and,	 in	turn,	 less	diverse	within	 local	
neighbourhoods.	This	is	a	consequence	of	a	wider	trend	where	high-income	earners	settle	in	proximity	
to	the	city	centre,	services	and	amenities	and	low-income	earners	are	priced-out	and	forced	to	move	
to	 the	middle-to-outer	 ring	 suburbs.	 So	 far,	 attempts	 by	 government	 and	 planners	 to	 counteract	
segregation	and	social	inequality	in	cities	through	urban	renewal	projects,	seeking	to	accommodate	



















analysed	 the	 correlation	 of	 lost	 income,	 lack	 of	 education	 and	 homicides	 with	 segregation.	 Of	




2016,	p.	4).	With	 regards	 to	education	 the	analysis	 showed	a	correlation	 ‘between	 lower	 levels	of	









of	 racial	 and	 skill	 segregation	 (low-skilled	 and	 high-skilled	 workers)	 on	 the	 economic	 growth	 in	
metropolitan	areas	in	the	US.	They	analysed	panel	data1	from	1980s	to	2005	and	concluded	that	racial	
and	 skill	 segregation	 has	 a	 negative	 effect	 on	 short-term	 and	 long-term	 economic	 growth	 in	
metropolitan	areas	(Li,	Campbell	&	Fernandez	2013,	p.	2649)	and	that	it	has	grown	stronger	over	time	
(ibid.,	p.	2643).	They	conclude	that	‘avoiding	social	isolation	and	helping	the	poor	and	low	skilled	to	





2005).	 For	 instance,	 a	 study	 conducted	 by	 the	 Bureau	 of	 Infrastructure,	 Transport	 and	 Regional	












complexity’	 (Talen	 2010,	 p.	 487),	 including	 social,	 demographic,	 cultural	 and	 economic	 diversity	 –	
generally	referred	to	in	this	thesis	as	residential	neighbourhood	diversity.	This	means	that	I	am	most	
interested	 in	value	that	 is	created	by	wide	population	diversity	on	a	neighbourhood	 level.	What	 is	
characteristic	about	the	benefits	associated	with	neighbourhood	diversity	–	especially	its	social	value	
–	is	that	they	are	often	based	on	theoretical	arguments	and	taken	for	granted	(Lees	2003,	p.	613),	but	
that	 empirical	 evidence	 is	 lacking	 or,	 even	 worse,	 contradicting	 claims	 that	 inform	 social	 mixing	
policies.	The	thesis,	thus,	proposes	to	take	a	different	route,	namely	to	explore	whether	and	what	the	
public	 values	 in	 population	 diversity.	 The	 public	 value	 approach	 has	 been	 chosen	 for	 this	 project,	
reflecting	 the	normative	position	–	with	which	 I	agree	–	 that	cities	are	made	 for	 their	 inhabitants.	














example,	 in	 the	 form	of	more	affordable	housing.	Thus,	more	data	providing	an	evidence	base	 for	
diverse	urban	communities	–	knowledge	that	can	then	potentially	influence	urban	renewal	planning	
–	is	necessary	if	stronger	support	by	the	various	stakeholders	of	diverse	communities	in	urban	renewal	




























conceptual	 framework	 for	 this	 thesis.	 It	explores	the	two	key	concepts	–	diversity	and	value	–	and	
provides	 working	 definitions	 for	 this	 thesis.	 It	 introduces	 the	 concept	 of	 super-diversity,	which	 is	
inclusive	of	social,	economic,	cultural	and	demographic	differences	in	the	population,	and	presents	a	
critical	 literature	 review	of	 the	benefits	attributed	 to	urban	diversity.	 In	addition,	 two	concepts	of	
value	will	be	presented.	Firstly,	public	value,	arguing	for	a	public	sector	driven	approach	that	is	aiming	
to	 represent	 the	 public	 interest	 and	 is	 primarily	 focused	 on	 creating	 value	 for	 the	 public	 good.	







with	 key	 informants	 from	 the	 public	 sector	 as	 well	 as	 a	 review	 of	 relevant	 literature	 and	 policy	
documents.	This	case	study	sought	to	understand	how	urban	managers	value	diversity	in	Australian	
cities	and	promote	diversity	in	a	major	urban	renewal	project.	To	explore	how	diversity	is	valued	in	







the	 promotion	 of	 diversity	 in	 urban	 renewal,	 for	 instance	 in	 the	 form	 of	 affordable	 housing.	
Furthermore,	it	discusses	what	forms	of	diversity	are	most	prevalent	within	urban	renewal	and	the	
potential	economic	value	public	 stakeholders	view	 in	promoting	diversity.	The	value	of	diversity	 is	
then	analysed	in	more	detail	through	the	survey	data	in	Chapter	5.	Based	on	the	high	approval	found	
for	 social	 (76%),	 demographic	 (73%),	 cultural	 (72%)	 and	 economic	 (60%)	 diversity,	 I	 argue	 that	
diversity	 has	 to	 be	 classified	 as	 a	 public	 value.	 Moreover,	 the	 chapter	 provides	 insight	 into	 the	
demographic	characteristics	of	the	people	who	value,	seek	and	consume	diversity	in	Australia	–	groups	
of	people	who	do	not	necessarily	overlap.	


















will	 focus	on	a	notion	of	diversity	that	 is	 inclusive	of	various	population	characteristics	and	a	value	
concept	that	exceeds	a	focus	on	sole	economic	value.		
In	 the	 first	 part	 of	 this	 chapter,	 I	 discuss	 the	 ambiguous	 concept	 of	 diversity	 and	 identify	 a	
framework	 for	 this	 study.	 To	 develop	 an	 approach	 for	 better	 understanding	 the	 value	 of	 diverse	
neighbourhoods,	I	conduct	a	literature	review	that	critically	discusses	the	definitions,	delineations	and	
benefits	 of	 diversity	 within	 an	 urban	 context.	 Next,	 I	 introduce	 two	 value	 concepts	 that	 propose	
answers	 to	 the	question,	 for	whom	 should	 value	 be	 established?	 –	public	 value	 and	 shared	 value.	
Linking	this	discussion	of	value	back	to	the	preceding	assessment	of	diversity,	I	conclude	this	chapter	
with	a	critical	view	on	the	existing	 literature	on	the	value	of	diversity	 for	 local	residents.	This	then	





























The	 problem	 with	 taking	 into	 consideration	 the	 population	 of	 a	 whole	 city	 when	 researching	
diversity	is	that	it	does	not	actually	say	anything	about	the	level	of	integration	or	segregation	within	
an	urban	area.	A	city	as	a	whole,	for	instance,	can	be	very	diverse,	but	unless	this	is	reflected	in	the	
smaller	 geographical	 units	 such	 as	 suburbs	 or	 neighbourhoods	 as	 well,	 the	 city	 might	 be	 highly	
segregated,	as	is	the	case	in	cities	like	New	York	or	Chicago	(Silver	2015).		
Regarding	the	categorical	scope,	the	term	diversity	can	be	very	inclusive,	embracing	a	variety	of	
different	population	variables	 (e.g.	 super-diversity	or	hyper-diversity,	 see	Chapter	2.1.2)	or	 can	be	
quite	specific,	only	looking	at	one	dimension,	such	as	the	presence	of	different	ethnic	groups.	In	some	




Based	 on	 the	 literature	 reviewed,	 I	 have	 identified	 the	 following	 different	 dimensions	 and	
categories	that	diversity	can	refer	to:		










It	 is	 difficult	 to	 allocate	 studies	 to	 either	 a	 single	 dimension	 or	 category,	 as	 they	 usually	 are	 a	
combination	of	several	different	ones	–	Emily	Talen	(2008)	for	instance	looks	at	age,	income,	racial	
and	 family	 diversity	 whereas	 Richard	 Florida	 (2002)	 includes	 other	 characteristics	 in	 his	 gay	 and	
bohemian	indices,	such	as	sexuality	or	employment	by	industry.	Jane	Jacobs	in	her	influential	book	
The	 Death	 and	 Life	 of	 the	 Great	 American	 Cities	 (1961)	 favours	 a	 very	 broad	 notion	 of	 diversity,	
encompassing	all	these	five	dimensions.	She	has	convincingly	argued	that	these	different	dimensions	
of	 diversity	 fertilise	 each	 other	 (Jacobs	 1961,	 p.	 157).	 She	 argues	 that	 a	 mix	 of	 dwellings,	 office	














that,	 by	 acknowledging	 the	 diversity	 of	 identities	 and	 experiences	 as	well	 as	 social	 and	 economic	
statuses	 within	 cities.	 Vertovec	 developed	 this	 term	 to	 describe	 the	 ‘multiplication	 of	 significant	





more	 inclusive	way,	 as	 his	definition	draws	on	 the	 limiting	notion	of	ethnic	 diversity	 and	 thus	 the	
dichotomy	us	vs.	them,	which	in	the	context	of	this	study	is	not	very	useful.	Neighbourhood	diversity	




A	 diverse	 neighbourhood	might	 have	 teenagers	 and	 elderly;	married	 couples	 and	 singles;	
empty-nesters	 and	 large	 families;	 waiters	 and	 teachers	 as	 well	 as	 professionals;	 affluent	
people	 and	 people	 on	 fixed	 incomes;	 and	 people	 of	 varying	 racial,	 ethnic	 and	 cultural	
backgrounds.	In	short,	they	are	places	that	harbor	a	full	range	of	human	complexity.	
This	human	complexity	is	what	I	aim	to	embrace	with	the	diversity	term	in	this	thesis.	Another	concept	




The	 concept	 of	 hyper-diversity	 was	 developed	 in	 response	 to	 other	 terms	 dealing	 with	 social	
differences,	 such	as	 assimilation,	multiculturalism,	 interculturality	 and	 intersectionality,	which,	 the	
authors	argue	do	not	account	for	the	complexity	of	diversity	in	today’s	urban	contexts	(Tasan-Kok	et	
al.	2013).	To	do	this,	the	research	team	included	the	parameters	lifestyle,	attitudes	and	activities	(e.g.	
daily	 routines	 or	 hobbies)	 into	 their	 concept.	 They	 argue	 that	 ‘socio-economic,	 demographic	 or	
cultural	differentiators	 lack	a	predictive	power,	since	people	with	the	same	characteristics	[…]	may	
have	very	different	orientations,	values,	and	activity	patterns’	(Tasan-Kok	et	al.	2013,	19).	
In	 the	 context	 of	 urban	 renewal	 projects	 concepts	 such	 as	 super-diversity	 and	hyper-diversity	 are	




























population	diversity.	 Theoretically,	 the	 assumption	 that	physical	 diversity	promotes	economic	 and	
social	diversity	has	been	developed	by	Jane	Jacobs	(1961)	who,	according	to	Fainstein,	‘gives	physical	
differentiation	a	causal	role	in	producing	other	types	[of	differentiations]’	(Fainstein	2005,	p.	5).	Today,	




shown	 in	 the	 following	 examples.	 A	 report	 developed	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Melbourne,	 for	 instance,	
concludes	that	‘a	mix	of	housing	and	household	types	is	critical	to	achieving	demographic	diversity	
within	the	city’	(SGS	2013,	p.	viii).	One	of	the	project	outcomes	defined	by	Urban	Growth	NSW,	the	
Land	Commission	of	NSW	at	 the	 time,	 in	 the	Central	 to	Eveleigh	urban	renewal	project	 in	Sydney,	
states	 that	 ‘we	 will	 provide	 a	 variety	 of	 housing	 to	 meet	 the	 needs	 of	 a	 diverse	 community’	
(UrbanGrowth	NSW	2016).	Housing	NSW	(Department	of	Family	and	Community	Services	2012,	p.	
123)	 explicitly	 formulates	 the	 aim	 in	 its	 strategy	 document	 ‘to	 increase	 private	 ownership	 and	
availability	of	private	rental	properties	 in	concentrated	public	housing	areas	to	promote	a	broader	
residential	 mix,	 stimulating	 greater	 social	 and	 economic	 opportunities’.	 This	 suggests	 that	 the	
argument	 for	 a	 causal	 relationship	 between	 physical	 diversity	 and	 social	 diversity	 seems	 to	 be	
convincing,	however,	it	is	important	to	note	that	building	for	different	tenure	types	alone	does	not	
necessarily	result	in	the	diversity	of	residents	(Rowlands,	Murie	&	Tice	2006).	




looking	at	 seven	 case	 studies	 in	 the	United	Kingdom	 (UK),	 also	 conclude	 that	 ‘tenure	mix	 is	 not	 a	
sufficient	 approach	 by	 itself	 to	 build	 successful	 communities	 which	 will	 house	 lower	 income	
households	and	prevent	the	segregation	of	the	poor’.		
Talen	et	al.	(2015)	quantitatively	analysed	80	‘great	neighbourhoods’	in	the	US,	a	title	awarded	by	
the	 American	 Planning	 Association,	 and	 found	 that	 social	 diversity	 can	 decline	 despite	 the	mix	 of	
housing	types	offered	in	the	neighbourhood.	The	authors	point	out	that	there	is	a	tension	between	
physical	(walkability,	access	to	amenities	and	services)	and	social	goals	(social	diversity,	affordability),	




into	 social	 diversity	 in	 high-demand	 areas	 and	 that	 only	 ‘aggressive	 legal	 and	 financial	 tools	

































Often,	 the	 argument	 for	 diversity	 on	 social	 grounds	 is	 made	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 consequences	 of	
segregation,	 which	 is	 characterised	 by	 social	 polarisation	 and	 exclusion	 (Wilson	 1987,	 Tach	 2014;	
Turner	&	Rawlings	2009;	SGS	2013).	The	lack	of	research	looking	at	the	positive	outcomes	of	diversity	










• Equitable	 distribution	 of	 resources	 (Talen	 2008;	 Tach	 2014;	 cf.	 Lees	 2008;	 Ceshire	
2012)		













2011)?	 The	 question	 is	 thus	 whether	 neighbourhood	 causation	 or	 selection	 explains	 these	


















regarding	 finding	 a	 job	 and	 accessing	 amenities,	 which	might	 otherwise	 be	 too	 expensive.	What,	




p.	 2463) points	 out	 that	 ‘it	 is	 ironic	 that	 a	 process	 that	 results	 in	 segregation	 and	 polarisation—
gentrification—is	being	promoted	via	social	mix	policies	as	the	‘positive’	solution	to	segregation’.		
	 14	
Those	 findings	 suggest	 that	 actively	promoted	diversity	only	 results	 in	equitable	distribution	of	
resources	 if	 lower	 income	 residents	 can	 afford	 local	 housing	prices	 and	 living	 expenses	 as	well	 as	
access	to	appropriate	services.	Overall,	those	studies	critical	of	social-mixing	policies	do	not	imply	that	





city,	 regional	 or	 national	 level	 (Baycan-Levent	 2010).	Most	 relevant	 for	 this	 project	 are	 economic	
benefits	 that	 occur	 on	 an	 urban	 level,	 as	 studies	 linking	 diversity	 to	 economic	 benefits	 on	 the	
neighbourhood	level	are	rare,	a	fact	that	should	be	addressed	by	further	research.		
What	is	noticeable	in	the	literature	dealing	with	the	economic	benefits	of	diversity	on	a	city	level	
is	 that	 it	 almost	 exclusively	 concentrates	 on	 the	 economic	 benefits	 resulting	 from	 a	 presence	 of	






growth	 and	wealth	 (Florida	 2002,	 Rutten	&	Gelissen	 2008,	 Baycan-Levent	 2010,	 Kemeny	 2017,	 cf	
Alesina	&	La	Ferrara	2005),	increased	productivity	(Ottaviano	&	Peri	2006,	Bellini	et	al.	2013,	Kemeny	










disconnection	 between	 research	 and	 policy.	 Moreover,	 the	 existing	 literature	 demonstrates	 that	
quantifying	the	social	benefits	of	diversity	is	difficult,	especially	in	monetary	terms.	Stronger	evidence	
	 15	




to	measure	 it	 will	 be	 proposed.	 The	 focus	 shifts	 away	 from	 a	 somewhat	 patronising	 perspective,	









to	 clarify	 my	 normative	 standpoint.	 Firstly,	 I	 believe	 that	 cities,	 including	 neighbourhoods	 and	




















This	 approach	 is	 complemented	 by	 the	 shared	 value	 concept,	 accounting	 for	 the	 fact	 that	 public	





Strategic	Management	 in	Government.	Moore	 views	 public	 value	 as	 an	 equivalent	 to	 shareholder	
value	in	the	private	sector	and	uses	it	as	an	instrument	to	formulate	organisational	goals	within	the	
public	sector.	To	create	public	value,	 the	public	sector	has	two	types	of	assets	available,	 firstly,	 its	
















about	 performance	 management	 and	 measurement	 whilst	 acknowledging	 that	 both	 sectors	 are	
fundamentally	different.	One	of	the	main	differences	he	sees	between	the	two	is	that	in	contrast	to	
the	private	sector,	 the	primary	aim	of	 the	public	 sector	 is	not	 to	create	economic	but	social	value	
(Moore	 &	 Khagram	 2004).	 To	 Moore,	 success	 in	 public	 sector	 management	 ‘equates	 managerial	





Another	 significant	 difference	 is	 that	 the	 customer	 is	 not	 an	 individual	 but	 a	 ‘collective	 public’	
















about	 what	 kind	 of	 public	 value	 it	 seeks	 to	 create.	 Secondly,	 it	 needs	 to	 have	 an	 authorising	
environment	that	supports	the	effort,	such	as	people	–	i.e.	elected	representatives	–	or	entities	–	i.e.	
the	media	 –	 with	 political	 power.	 And,	 thirdly,	 an	 organisation	 needs	 to	 have	 the	 ‘organisational	
capabilities’	(Moore	&	Khagram	2004,	p.	2)	–	i.e.	the	workforce	and	know-how	–	or	the	ability	to	create	
those,	in	order	to	produce	public	value.	Moore	argues	that	if	a	strategic	vision	does	not	meet	all	those	


























creating	public	value	 is	 to	bring	 ‘a	net	benefit	 to	society’.	Veeneman	and	Koppenjan	 (2010,	p.224)	
argue	that	‘public	values	are	those	values	that	we	collectively	expect	governments	to	secure	in	our	
society’.	As	mentioned	above,	 this	expectation	of	 the	 citizens	 translates	 into	an	obligation	 for	 the	































them,	 arguments	 for	 diversity	 will	 be	 most	 successful	 if	 they	 can	 point	 out	 value	 for	 all	 major	
stakeholders.	 In	 cities	 and	 neighbourhoods,	 different	 interest	 groups	 are	 involved	 to	whom	 value	

































































Thirty	years	 later,	Richard	Florida	makes	similar	observations,	which	he	 lays	out	 in	detail	 in	his	




Diversity	 of	 peoples	 is	 favored	 first	 of	 all	 out	 of	 self-interest.	 […]	 Talented	 people	 defy	
classification	 based	 on	 race,	 ethnicity,	 gender,	 sexual	 preference	 or	 appearance.	 One	
indicator	of	this	preference	for	diversity	is	reflected	in	the	fact	that	Creative	Class	people	tell	
me	that	at	 job	interviews	they	like	to	ask	if	the	company	offers	same-sex	partner	benefits,	








































Apart	 from	 finding	a	 lack	of	 social	mixing,	Blokland	and	van	Eijk	made	a	 few	other	 interesting	






off	 individuals	rather	than	a	genuine	 interest	 in	social	mixing.	However,	 it	also	becomes	clear	how	







behind	 economic	 growth	 because	 it	 isn’t	 corporations	 that	 attract	 employers	 anymore	 but	 that	
companies	nowadays	settle	where	the	creative	capital	is	(Florida	2002).	Florida	(2002,	p.	223)	claims	
‘that	regional	economic	growth	is	driven	by	the	location	choice	of	creative	people	–	the	holders	of	
creative	 capital	 –	 who	 prefer	 places	 that	 are	 diverse,	 tolerant	 and	 open	 to	 new	 ideas’.	 Another	






















The	 most	 adequate	 value	 concept	 identified	 for	 this	 research	 project	 –	 public	 value	 –	 takes	 the	
normative	stand	that	it	 is	the	public	sector’s	obligation	to	promote	the	public	interest	and	value	in	







in	 Section	2.2.3.1	was	on	 the	middle-class	and	 their	 taste	 for	diversity	 and	 tolerance	as	a	 form	of	
consumption.	However,	similar	to	the	discussion	on	social-mixing	policies,	a	problem	related	to	the	
commodification	of	diversity	as	a	lifestyle	for	middle-class	professionals	is	that,	if	not	regulated,	it	can	


























All	of	these	approaches	will	be	applied	 in	this	thesis	–	 in	varying	extent	–	 in	order	to	establish	the	
public	value	of	diversity	 in	an	urban	context.	Theoretically,	 the	value	of	diversity	has	already	been	





key	 informants.	 Hence,	 the	 case	 study	will	 be	 complemented	 and	 extended	 by	 a	 survey,	 as	 little	
empirical	data	on	what	the	public	values	in	diversity	exists	to	date.		
Both	approaches	will	be	 introduced	 in	detail	 in	this	chapter.	First,	 the	case	study	design	will	be	
presented,	 pointing	 out	methodological	 considerations	 as	well	 as	 the	 relevance	 of	 case	 studies	 in	
urban	research.	Also,	a	suitable	case	study	to	address	the	research	questions	–	Melbourne	Docklands	










The	 case	 study	approach	 is	 a	popular	 research	method	among	urban	 researchers	 as,	 according	 to	
Campbell	 (2003,	 p.3),	 they	 ‘have	a	hard	 time	 isolating	phenomena	 from	context	because	 it	 is	 this	






























descriptive	 and	 explanatory	 (Yin	 2009	 pp.	 47-52).	 The	 case	 study	 conducted	 in	 this	 thesis	 can	 be	
	 27	
classified	as	exploratory	as	well	as	descriptive.	The	case	study	is	exploratory	as	it	is	looking	at	a	single	







































in	a	 key	 reference	document	 for	 community	 related	planning.	 This	document	was	 created	
together	with	the	local	community	and,	thus,	shows	that	population	diversity	can	be	classified	
as	a	public	value.	





















University	 Human	 Research	 Ethics	 Committee	 (see	 Appendix	 9.1).	 All	 key	 informants	 received	 a	















































place.	 For	 this	 thesis,	 the	urban	 renewal	project	Docklands	 in	Melbourne	has	been	 identified	as	a	
suitable	case	study,	which	will	be	presented	and	analysed	in	Chapter	4.	In	addition	to	providing	insight	














meaning	 the	people	who	permanently	 live	 in	 a	 place	 and	 are	 thus	most	 affected	by	what	 kind	of	





through	 this	 survey	will	 provide	 insight	 into	whether	 and	what	 residents	 value	 in	 neighbourhood	













in	 those	 areas	 that	 actually	 are	 diverse	 compared	 to	 other	 suburbs	 in	 the	 city	 and	 based	 on	 the	
diversity	concept	outlined	in	the	conceptual	part	of	this	thesis.	Firstly,	this	would	heighten	the	chances	
that	 people	 are	 aware	 of	 and	 encounter	 diversity	 on	 a	 regular	 basis,	 and	 probably	 have	 self-

















by	 psychologist	 and	 business	 economist	 Timo	Meynhardt.	 He	 is	 interested	 in	 the	 philosophy	 and	




























































The	 identified	 suburbs	 in	 the	 metropolitan	 areas	 of	 Sydney,	 Melbourne	 and	 Brisbane	 range	
between	150	and	300	per	city	and	have	between	50	and	100,000	inhabitants	each,	with	an	average	of	

















A	 number	 of	 different	 indices	 exists	 to	 measure	 the	 diversity	 of	 a	 geographical	 area.	 In	 general,	
diversity	indices	take	into	account	the	richness	–	the	amount	of	categories	present	in	a	given	area	–	
and	the	evenness	–	the	way	in	which	individuals	are	spread	among	the	categories	–	in	a	specific	area.	




The	Simpson’s	Diversity	 Index	measures	 the	probability	 that	 two	 randomly	 selected	 individuals	
belong	to	the	same	category.	The	higher	the	probability	that	they	belong	to	the	same	category,	the	
higher	the	diversity	index.	There	are	different	formal	expressions	of	Simpson’s	Diversity	Index,	with	











range	between	0	and	1,	whereas	a	higher	value	 indicates	a	 less	diverse	area.	As	 this	 is	 somewhat	










1 − D =
S	n	(n − 1)



























example	 represents	 all	 three	 groups	 in	 equal	 proportions.	 This	 is	 due	 to	 the	 fact,	 that	 only	 three	




























































variables	 country	 of	 birth,	 ancestry,	 language	 spoken	 at	 home	 and	 religion	 into	 one,	 as	 cultural	
















































































can	be	 termed	as	 “attractive”	and	“desirable”	and	which	are,	 thus,	arguably	on	 the	edge	of	being	
gentrified.	As	one	of	the	aims	of	the	thesis	and	survey	was	to	find	out	more	about	the	diversity-seeker	






at	 least	 one	 suburb	 has	 a	median	 house	 price	 above	 the	 average	 house	 price	 for	 the	 respective	







10	Median	 house	 prices	 for	 the	metropolitan	 areas	 and	 postal	 areas	 have	 been	 retrieved	 from	 the	 real	 estate	website	





















20	 7	 Tempe	 2044, NSW	 1.34m	
26	 11	 Rosebery	 2018, NSW	 1.855m	
28	 12	 Marrickville	 2204, NSW	 1.42m	
30	 14	 Arncliffe	 2205, NSW	 1.195m	
42	 20	 Kogarah	 2217, NSW	 1.265m	
48	 25	 Canterbury	 2193, NSW	 1.215m	
50	 26	 Carlton	 2218, NSW	 1.216m	
57	 28	 Mascot	 2020, NSW	 1.4m	
68	 35	 Dulwich	Hill	 2203, NSW	 1.471m	
69	 36	 Campsie	 2194,NSW	 1.123m	
75	 39	 Ashfield	 2131, NSW 1.471m	
76	 40	 Sans	Souci	 2219, NSW 1.286m	
78	 41	 Maroubra	 2035, NSW 1.79m	
83	 45	 Little	Bay	 2036, NSW 1.585m	
85	 47	 Croydon	 2132, NSW 1.458m	















46	 19	 Preston	 3072, VIC	 916k	
61	 24	 Chadstone	 3148, VIC	 981k	
74	 28	 Coburg	 3058, VIC	 904k	
77	 29	 Oakleigh	 3166, VIC	 1.038m	
87	 31	 Doncaster	 3108, VIC	 1.2m	
94	 33	 Burwood	 3125, VIC	 1.17m	
100	 35	 Ascot	Vale	 3032, VIC	 1.135m	
102	 37	 Seddon	 3011, VIC	 960k	
107	 39	 Burwood	East	 3151, VIC	 1.013m	
109	 40	 Box	Hill	 3128, VIC	 1.309m	
111	 41	 Moorabbin	 3189, VIC 981k 
113	 42	 Thornbury	 3071, VIC 1.134m 
132	 47	 Oakleigh	South	 3167, VIC 900k 
135	 49	 Forrest	Hill	 3131, VIC 993k 
136	 50	 Brunswick	West	 3055, VIC 1.07m 
















35	 4	 Coopers	Plains	 4108, QLD	 560k,		
58	 7	 Sunnybank	 4109, QLD	 650k	
126	 16	 Chermside	 4032, QLD	 553k	
146	 18	 Newport	 4020, QLD	 600k	
167	 22	 Wishart	 4122, QLD	 625k	
190	 28	 Point	Lookout	 4183, QLD	 745k	
194	 29	 Aspley	 4034, QLD	 545k	
198	 30	 Salisbury	 4107, QLD	 545k	
207	 32	 Northgate	 4013, QLD 580k 
220	 36	 Moorooka	 4105, QLD 595k 
239	 42	 West	End	 4101, QLD 1.1m 
243	 43	 Buranda	 4102, QLD 745k 
252	 46	 Yeronga	 4104, QLD 717k 
262	 48	 Murarrie	 4172, QLD 550k 
298	 54	 Nundah	 4012, QLD 585k 













































































































































































































to	measure	 the	motivation	 for	people	 to	 live	 in	a	certain	neighbourhood	 (see	question	13).	 I	have	
added	the	option	the	diversity	of	the	neighbourhood	as	a	reason	to	live	in	or	move	to	a	certain	suburb	
in	 order	 to	 see	whether	 this	 is	 one	of	 the	main	 reasons	 for	 people	 to	 choose	 a	 certain	 area	over	
another.	With	regards	to	the	neighbourhood	choice,	I	was	particularly	interested	in	whether	survey	
participants	specifically	moved	 into	a	neighbourhood	because	of	 its	diversity.	 In	addition	to	asking	




In	order	 to	measure	 the	 satisfaction	of	 residents	with	 the	neighbourhood	 they	 live	 in,	 suitable	







diversity	 level	 and	 percentage	 on	 non-indigenous	 population	 in	 their	 neighbourhood	 to	 be	 too	











due	 to	 limited	 personnel	 and	 financial	 resources.	 However,	 two	 measures	 have	 been	 taken	 to	
nevertheless	 ensure	 a	 high	 level	 of	 reliability	 and	 validity.	 Firstly,	 as	 mentioned	 before,	 several	
questions	have	been	adapted	from	established	surveys	in	the	field.	Secondly,	I	tested	the	survey	out	
in	 my	 personal	 network	 –	 including	 friends	 and	 colleagues	 –	 asking	 them	 to	 complete	 the	
questionnaire	and	to	give	feedback	on	the	design	(i.e.	user	friendliness),	content	(i.e.	ambiguous	terms	
or	questions)	and	flow.	This	feedback	informed	the	final	version	of	the	survey.	
In	 preparation	 for	 the	 survey	 participant	 recruitment,	 the	 questionnaire	 was	 set	 up	 with	 the	
software	Qualtrics.	The	survey	was	mobile	and	computer	compatible,	with	the	aim	to	reach	a	broad	










































































































Asian	 (18.57%).	 Most	 survey	 participants	 exclusively	 spoke	 English	 at	 home	 (75.48%).	 All	 other	
languages	were	spoken	in	less	than	6%	of	the	participants’	homes,	the	most	common	being	Cantonese	
(5.89%)	 and	Mandarin	 (3.99%).	 Asked	 about	 their	 religious	 beliefs,	 almost	 half	 of	 the	 participants	
reported	being	Christians	(45.61%),	followed	by	those	who	said	that	they	don’t	practice	any	religion	
(38.99%).	 All	 other	 religions	were	 represented	 in	 smaller	 proportions,	 with	 Buddhism	 the	 biggest	









in	 some	 other	 arrangement.	 Inquiring	 about	 the	 highest	 education	 level	 of	 the	 participants,	 153	
(29.82%)	had	acquired	an	undergraduate	degree,	147	(28.65%)	a	diploma	or	certificate,	85	(16.75%)	





amount	 of	 participants	 who	 have	 ticked	 ‘other’	 here,	 which	 includes	 retirees,	 students	 and	






























































































































created	 for	 this	 thesis	 consisting	 of	 29	 questions.	 The	 questionnaire	 has	 been	 completed	 by	 513	
individuals,	who	have	been	recruited	from	the	most	desired	and	diverse	suburbs	in	Sydney,	Brisbane	















question	of	why	and	how	diversity	was	valued.	As	discussed	 in	 the	methods	 chapter	 (see	Chapter	
3.1.2),	the	case	study	entails	looking	at	scholarly	literature,	policy	documents	and	websites	as	well	as	
seeking	out	 information	 from	key	 stakeholders	with	 targeted	questions	 around	 the	 value	 and	 the	
benefits	as	well	as	challenges	they	see	in	promoting	diversity	within	an	urban	renewal	project.	
In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 begin	 by	 discussing	 Docklands	 historic	 development	 until	 today,	 its	 public	
stakeholders	and	the	criticism	Docklands	has	been	facing	as	well	as	the	population	characteristics	of	









was	 used	 originally	 by	 different	 Aboriginal	 communities	 as	 a	 hunting	 and	 meeting	 place	 before	
becoming	an	important	regional	port	from	1880	for	the	next	hundred	years.	Due	to	modernisations	
in	 the	 shipping	 industry,	 which	 required	 different	 storage	 spaces,	 the	 docklands	 became	 an	






Authority	 promoted	 a	market-driven	 approach	with	 the	 aim	 ‘to	 secure	 appropriate,	 commercially	





Today,	 Docklands	 is	 a	major	 office	 and	 residential	 precinct	with	 attractions	 such	 as	 the	 Etihad	
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Stadium,	the	District	Docklands,	a	shopping	centre,	and	the	Melbourne	Star	Observation	Wheel	as	
well	 as	 a	 major	 public	 transport	 station,	 the	 Southern	 Cross	 Station,	 and	 a	 library.	 The	 newly	
established	business	district	 houses	national	 headquarters	of	 high-profile	 companies	 such	 as	ANZ,	
NAB,	Medibank	Private	and	Myer.	According	to	the	2016	Census	of	Land	Use	and	Employment	(CLUE	
2016),	within	the	Docklands	area	58,220	jobs	have	been	counted,	mostly	in	the	finance	and	insurance	
sector,	 business	 services	 and	 public	 administration	 and	 safety.	 Initiatives	 targeted	 for	 the	 local	
community	and	visitors	include	a	community	centre,	public	library,	recreational	areas,	a	community	
garden,	sport	facilities	and	a	number	of	public	artworks.	Docklands	has	adopted	the	Percent	for	Art	















Dovey	 and	 Sandercock	 (2002)	 question	 ‘where	 the	 public	 interest	 lies	 when	 city	 or	 state	
governments	 seek	 to	use	 the	 reconstruction	of	 the	urban	environment	as	a	 catalyst	 for	economic	
regeneration’.	They	describe	a	lack	of	public	access	and	involvement	in	the	early	negotiation	stages,	
which	 took	place	 in	 secrecy.	Whilst	 the	promise	was	 that	 the	Docklands	 redevelopment	would	be	









Kate	 Shaw	 (2013)	 argues	 that	 the	 focus	 on	 economic	 sustainability	 is	 based	 on	 a	 neo-liberal	
framework	dominating	political	and	economic	discourse	–	especially	until	2010.	She	has	identified	a	
























In	 2017,	 the	 Victorian	 government	 (2017,	 p.	 9)	 published	 the	 Value	 Creation	 and	 Capturing	
Framework,	which	 states	 that	 ‘a	 core	 objective	 of	 all	 government	 activities	 and	 investments	 is	 to	




is	 above	 and	 beyond	 what	 would	 ordinarily	 be	 achieved	 as	 a	 direct	 consequence	 of	 the	
relevant	government	investment.		








and	 programs	 to	 the	 local	 community.	 This	marks	 a	 shift	 towards	more	 community-oriented	 and	
inclusive	initiatives	in	Docklands,	as	the	City	of	Melbourne	has	formal	commitments	to	various	social	
and	cultural	aspects	of	urban	living:	
It	 has	 a	 homelessness	 framework	 and	 a	 social	 and	 affordable	 housing	 strategy,	 an	 urban	
design	strategy	and	a	reasonable	record	on	the	use	and	care	of	the	city	centre’s	heritage	and	
laneways	(Shaw	2013,	2172).	





With	 a	 substantial	 part	 of	 the	 buildings	 completed	 and	 a	 growing	 local	 community,	 Development	
Victoria	 (Places	 Victoria	 in	 2012)	 and	 the	 City	 of	 Melbourne	 together	 in	 consultation	 with	 the	











of	 ‘Creating	 a	 21st	 Century	 City’	 (ibid.,	 p.	 16)	 is	 to	 create	 a	 ‘diverse	 residential	 community’.	 The	
description	of	this	strategic	direction	reads:		
Home	to	an	estimated	20,000	residents	by	2025,	Docklands	will	redefine	inner-city	living	in	






























consideration	 of	 the	 different	 age	 groups	 reveals	 that	most	 under-aged	 children	 are	 between	 0-4	
years,	which	means	pre-school	age.	Looking	at	the	presence	and	distribution	of	the	other	age	groups	
at	Docklands	shows	that	all	age	groups	are	represented	below	the	Australian	average,	except	for	the	





The	 average	weekly	 income	 per	 household	 per	week	 is	 $1,868,	which	 is	 $326	 higher	 than	 the	
average	for	Greater	Melbourne.	Looking	at	how	people	go	to	work	shows	that	most	people	took	the	
tram	(27.8%),	walked	(24.3%)	or	used	the	car	(22.2%).	This	suggests	that	most	people	live	in	proximity	





Consideration	of	 the	ancestry	of	 the	 residents	 shows	 that	 the	 largest	part	has	a	Chinese	 (21%)	
background,	followed	by	English	(12.2%),	Indian	(11.15)	and	Australian	(8.3%).	Over	66%	have	stated	
	 61	














































































































and	 physical	 diversity.	 Also,	 a	 normative	 point	 is	 being	 made	 here	 about	 good/successful	 urban	
development	that	should	demonstrate	versatility.	The	word	range	here	could	also	be	substituted	by	
diversity:	Successful	urban	development	provides	a	diversity	of	uses	and	experiences	for	a	diversity	of	
people	 and	 interests.	 So	 in	 that	 sense,	 good	 urban	 development	 is	 characterised	 by	 embracing	
diversity	 and	 offering	 different	 products	 (e.g.	 work,	 living,	 leisure)	 to	 diverse	 groups	 of	 users	
simultaneously.	






population.	The	word	diversity	 itself	 isn’t	always	used.	But	we	do	talk	about	 it	a	 lot	 in	that	
context.	[…]	
We	have	a	relatively	diverse	population	living	in	Docklands,	from	a	cultural	point	of	view,	a	












in	urban	renewal.	Whilst	certain	 forms	of	diversity	are	emphasised	by	the	 informants	 (e.g.	 income	
diversity	through	affordable	housing),	others	are	not	mentioned	(e.g.	sexuality	or	ability/disability),	
and	 seem	 to	 play	 a	 subordinate	 role	 in	 the	 understanding	with	 regards	 to	 the	 kind	 of	 residential	
diversity	envisioned	by	public	stakeholders	in	the	Docklands	project.	
The	interviewee	then	also	points	out	that	these	different	types	of	diversities	are	interconnected:	




The	 interviewee	here	makes	 the	 assumption	 that	 tenure	mix	 leads	 to	population	diversity.	Whilst	
agreeing	that	without	product	mix	certain	forms	of	population	diversity	can’t	be	established	–	families,	
for	 instance,	 need	more	 space	 and	 bedrooms	 than	 single	 households	 –	 it	 has	 been	 evident	 from	
studies	 that	 the	 availability	 of	 diverse	 housing	 is	 a	 necessary	 but	 not	 a	 sufficient	 condition	 for	
population	 diversity	 (Groenhart	 2013,	 Talen	 et	 al.	 2015,	 Paulsen	 2015).	 As	 pointed	 out	 in	 Section	
2.1.3.2,	physical	diversity	only	translates	into	population	diversity	if	encouraged	by	concrete	policies	
and	 incentives.	 For	 instance,	 given,	 that	most	 residents	 in	Docklands	 rent	 their	 living	place	 (61%),	
housing	diversity	in	a	high-end	area	such	as	Docklands	could	be	encouraged	by	a	rental	subsidy.	As	
pointed	 out	 in	 Section	 2.1.3.2,	 there	 are	 examples	 elsewhere	 of	 how	 low-income	 renters	 can	 be	
supported	 in	more	 desirable	 areas	 offering	 quality	 housing,	 such	 as	 the	 Housing	 Choice	 Voucher	
Program	in	the	US.	This	program	is	enabling	eligible	persons	and	families	to	find	suitable	housing	in	
the	 neighbourhood	 of	 their	 choice,	 preferably	 in	 low-poverty	 areas	 (Walter	 &	 Wang	 2016).	 This	



























public	sector,	diversity	 is	a	very	ambiguous	concept,	and	 it	 is	 important	 to	clearly	define	 its	use	 in	
different	contexts.	
At	this	point,	it	is	important	to	mention	that	I	am	aware	of	the	fact	that	the	different	professional	
























seven	 mixed	 tenure	 developments	 in	 the	 UK,	 analysed	 whether	 tenure	 mix	 negatively	 impacts	























This	quote	highlights	 that	 input	 from	 the	 community	 into	 the	 strategic	outlook	 for	Docklands	was	
welcomed	 and	 integrated	 in	 the	 Community	 and	 Place	 Plan.	 However,	 the	 request	 for	 a	 diverse	














However,	 this	 also	 shows	 that	 whilst	 community	 input	 was	 welcomed	 and	 encouraged	 in	
Docklands,	no	mechanisms	are	 in	place	 to	enforce	 it.	 In	 this	 sense,	 this	document,	 labelled	a	 ‘key	
reference	 document’	 (Places	Victoria	&	City	 of	Melbourne	 2012,	 p.	 9),	 proves	 to	 be	 ineffective	 in	
realising	what	 the	 public	 values.	 The	 lack	 of	 policies	 to	 enforce	more	 inclusive	 housing	 options	 is	
mentioned	 in	 another	 interview,	 when	 asked	more	 specifically	 about	 socio-economic	 diversity	 in	
Docklands	and	the	issue	of	affordable	housing:	
From	a	policy	perspective,	the	current	state	government	and	brief	and	previous	different	state	
governments	 have	 really	 struggled	 to	 capture	 in	 policy	 what	 that	 means	 [the	 increasing	
problem	of	housing	affordability	in	Australia].	We	are	still	not	even	there.	So	even	having	the	
policy	 and	 mechanisms	 to	 get	 private	 developers	 to	 consider	 affordable	 housing	 are	 still	

















has	 obviously	 happened	 in	 that	 intervening	 time	 period	 is	 that	 the	 stresses	 our	 city,	 our	
community,	 is	 facing	 have	 changed	 and	 in	 Australia	 we	 know	 that	 a	 big	 one	 of	 those	 is	






eventually	 span	 over	 30	 years	 before	 it	 is	 considered	 completed.	 When	 the	 master	 plan	 was	
	 68	
developed,	 the	 key	 issue	 was	 to	 shift	 Melbourne’s	 economic	 focus,	 aiming	 at	 the	 tertiary	 and	
quaternary	 industries.	 This	 aligns	with	 the	neoliberal,	 economic-driven	narrative	 that	 Shaw	 (2013)	
identified	in	the	early	stages	of	the	Docklands	project.	This	shows	that	whilst	urban	renewal	projects	
offer	the	chance	to	create	something	new	and	in-line	with	current	trends	as	well	as	addressing	current	
issues,	 they	 are	 also	 confronted	 by	 changing	 circumstances	 and	 priorities	 over	 their	 construction	
period,	which	often	spans	over	several	decades.	Whilst	the	major	goal	in	the	planning	phase	was	to	





















showed,	young	children	 in	pre-school	age	make	up	 the	majority	of	 children	 in	Docklands	and	 that	








potential	 usefulness	 for	 government	 stakeholders	 of	 integrating	 physical	 and	 social	 dimensions	 of	
planning	to	‘nurture’	diversity.	
With	regards	to	the	role	 that	population	diversity	has	played	 in	Docklands,	 the	 interviews	have	
shown	that,	on	paper,	diversity	has	been	assigned	an	integral	role	but	that	there	are	no	mechanisms	
–	 i.e.	 policies	 –	 in	 place	 to	 protect	 these	 aspirations	 from	 the	profit-driven	market.	 In	 that	 sense,	
diversity	seems	to	primarily	be	a	rhetorical	strategy,	similar	to	the	creative	city	narrative	in	the	earlier	
stages	of	 the	development,	 that	puts	 the	project	up	 to	date	with	 current	planning	discourses	and	
practices	but	fails	to	deliver	on	its	promises.	One	might	argue,	as	one	interviewee	has,	that	the	master	
plan	was	developed	in	a	different	era	and	was	driven	by	economic	 interests	of	the	time.	However,	






in	Docklands.	As	noted	above,	 there	are	 initiatives	 that	demonstrate	 that	promoting	diversity	and	
affordable	 housing	 in	 hindsight	 is	 possible	 (Walter	 &	 Wang	 2016),	 an	 option	 that	 has	 not	 been	
mentioned	by	the	key	 informants.	However,	 the	planning	of	a	primary	school	 for	Docklands	 in	the	
coming	years,	as	a	more	indirect	way	of	enabling	diversity,	can	be	seen	as	an	attempt	by	the	public	



































key	 informant	 talks	 about	 the	 necessity	 of	 a	 diversity	 of	 services	 and	 thus	 the	 diversity	 of	 the	

















The	argument	here	 is	 that	areas	 that	offer	a	mix	of	apartment	products	are	hosting	a	diversity	of	




In	 another	 interview,	 one	 key	 informant	 is	 convinced	 that	 there	 are	 economic	 benefits	 to	
population	diversity	but	notes	that	these	are	not	of	relevance	to	her	work	area:	
Yeah,	so	I	suppose	a	broad	range	of	benefits,	including	economic,	if	that	makes	sense.	It	hasn’t	
really	been	the	driver	 for	our	team,	 if	 that	makes	sense	but	we	are	aware	that	there	are	a	
broad	 range	 of	 benefits.	 I	 think	 that	 would	 be	 interesting.	 If	 maybe	 a	 school	 would	 have	
happened	earlier	if	it	was	for	being	economic,	around	lost	productivity	and	for	families	in	terms	














Asking	 key	 informants	 about	 the	 economic	 benefit	 of	 diversity	 has	 shown	 that	 economic	
arguments	have	not	been	 the	primary	driver	of	diversity	 in	Docklands.	Whilst	all	 five	 interviewees	
agreed	that	there	is	economic	benefit	to	diversity,	none	of	them	provided	any	concrete	measures	but	
rather	non-tangible	benefits,	such	as	better	resilience	and	adaptability	to	change	or	the	enhancement	
of	 the	attractiveness	of	a	place.	The	 latter	 claim	 is	a	 reflection	of	a	policy	discourse	 influenced	by	














has	 played	 in	 a	 major	 urban	 renewal	 project.	 Docklands	 was	 selected	 based	 on	 the	 explicit	
commitment	to	diversity,	as	outlined	in	the	Community	and	Place	Plan,	a	key	reference	document.	
Talking	 to	 five	key	 informants	 from	the	public	sector,	however,	has	shown	that	Docklands	has	not	
been	 able	 to	 deliver	 the	 housing	 diversity	 goals	 –	 especially	with	 regards	 to	 affordable	 housing	 –	
envisioned	by	the	public	sector	and	the	local	community.	The	role	diversity	has	played	is	thus	limited,	
primarily	being	an	idealistic	narrative	without	consequence.	
With	 regards	 to	 the	public	 value	 concept	discussed	 in	Chapter	 2.2.1,	 the	Docklands	 case	 study	
reveals	that	the	public	sector’s	authoritative	power	in	the	area	of	urban	renewal	is	restricted.	Moore’s	
strategic	triangle	is	a	helpful	tool	to	explain	the	public	value	creation	processes	at	play	in	Docklands	
and	 the	 limitations	 this	 creates.	 This	 case	 study	 shows	 that	whilst	 the	 public	 value	 of	 diversity	 is	





concern,	 given	 the	 amount	 of	 public	money	 that	was	 utilised	 to	 finance	 infrastructure	 and	 other	
projects	(Dovey	&	Sandercock	2002).	Considering	that	Docklands	still	is	a	very	young	community	and	





















down	 into	more	nuanced	queries,	which	will	 be	presented	and	analysed	 in	 two	 sections.	The	 first	
section	focuses	on	what	forms	or	diversity	are	valued	and	who	values	it	–	a	group	of	people	that	I	will	
call	 diversity-valuers.	 The	 second	 section	 examines	 whether	 a	 distinct	 group	 of	 people	 can	 be	
identified	 that	 actively	 seeks	 and	 consumes	 diversity	 –	 so-called	 diversity-seekers	 and	 diversity-


























characteristics	 and	 levels.	 Thus,	my	 first	 interest	was	 to	 understand	what	 the	 survey	 participants	
associate	 with	 population	 diversity.	 This	 is	 important	 as	 it	 clarifies	 whether	 there	 is	 a	 commonly	




neighbourhood	 population,	 345	 (67.3%)	 thought	 of	 demographic	 diversity,	 324	 (63.2%)	 of	 social	
diversity	and	314	(61.2%)	of	economic	diversity	(what	each	of	these	categories	entails	is	noted	in	the	
Figure).	This	shows	that	no	category	is	completely	underrepresented,	but	it	also	confirms	that	most	






























in	 a	 normative	 sense,	 to	 potentially	 find	 ways	 to	 ‘improve	 the	 image’	 of	 less	 desirable	 forms	 of	
diversity.	
	



























of	 different	 cultural	 groups	 –	 where	 almost	 three-quaters	 (72%)	 of	 the	 participants	 agreed	 (21%	
strongly)	 with	 this	 statement	 (Figure	 5.3).	 This	 is	 noteworthy,	 as	 cultural	 diversity	 in	 the	 public	
discourse	is	often	portrayed	negatively,	resulting	in	a	clash	of	values.	However,	it	is	also	important	to	
consider	that	the	survey	participants	are	all	living	in	big	cities	and	in	relatively	diverse	suburbs,	which	
are	 both	 expected	 to	 attract	 (Florida	 2002)	 and	 produce	 (Emerson,	 Kimbro	&	 Yancey	 2002)	more	
tolerant	people.	
Diversity	 of	 religion,	 in	 contrast,	 was	 only	 valued	 by	 40.1%	 of	 the	 participants,	 which	 is	 a	
contradictory	 finding	 as	 it	 is	 associated	 with	 ethnic	 and	 race	 diversity.	 The	 Australian	 Bureau	 of	
Statistics	 (2016c),	 for	 instance,	 in	 the	 standard	 definition	 of	 religious	 groups	 states	 that	 ‘religious	
affiliation	provides	a	useful	 indicator	of	aspects	of	 the	cultural	diversity	of	Australia's	 society’.	The	
discrepancy	between	the	value	of	ethnic	and	religious	diversity	could	be	explained	by	the	negative	
representation	of	some	religions,	especially	of	the	Islamic	faith,	in	more	conservative	media	outlets	
and	political	 circles	 (Forest	&	Dunn	2010).	 It	might	also	be	 reflective	of	an	attitude	evident	 in	 the	
dominant	public	discourse	that	values	assimilation	over	multiculturalism	(Forrest	&	Dunn	2010).		
Overall,	the	results	here	confirm	the	findings	of	other	research	on	the	value	of	cultural	diversity	in	
Australia.	 Several	 polls	 and	 surveys	 conducted	 in	 Australia	 between	 1995	 and	 2008	 suggest	 that	













work	 that	 explain	 this	 discrepancy	 in	 attitudes.	 Firstly,	 ‘a	 pro-diversity	 discourse	 based	 on	 liberal	

















relevant	 finding	 for	 urban	 planning	 as	 providing	 integrated	 age-friendly	 housing	 options	 is	 an	
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the	 respondents.	Half	of	 the	participants	 (50%)	valued	diversity	 in	 regards	 to	ability	and	disability.	
Body	size	is	another	category	that	can	be	classified	under	demographic	diversity.	In	this	survey,	it	is	








is	 education.	 Half	 (53%)	 of	 the	 participants	 indicated	 that	 they	 value	 the	 diversity	 in	 education	
backgrounds.	 However,	 76%	 agreed	 (19%	 of	 them	 strongly)	 that	 it	 is	 a	 good	 thing	 for	 their	






socio-economic	diversity	 (46%).	A	 similar	percentage	 valued	 the	diversity	of	work	 status	43%	 (see	
Figure	5.2).	















over	 70%	 appreciate	 that	 their	 neighbourhood	 is	 made	 up	 of	 different	 demographic,	 social	 and	
cultural	 groups.	 Economic	 diversity	 with	 60%	 is	 the	 least	 valued	 form,	 a	 finding	 that	 could	 be	
addressed	 by	 urban	 planners	 given	 the	 value	 seen	 in	 mixed-income	 housing.	 Overall,	 the	 results	
demonstrate	a	high	approval	 rate	of	diverse	neighbourhoods	across	multiple	differences	and	 thus	
support	the	claim	that	neighbourhood	diversity	can	be	classified	as	a	public	value.	Whilst	this	section	















would	be	very	 interesting	to	examine	 in	the	future.	 Interestingly,	49%	of	 the	male	and	58%	of	 the	
female	participants	valued	gender	diversity	 itself.	The	higher	percentage	of	women	valuing	gender	
diversity	 can	 arguably	 be	 tied	 to	 feminist	 discourse,	 expressing	 the	 desire	 for	 equal	 gender	





















































which	 the	 Fair	Work	Commission	 (2017)	 estimated	at	 $694.90	per	week	 in	2017.	Another	 income	
group	that	ranked	high	across	all	different	forms	of	diversity	were	people	earning	between	$1,250	
and	$1,499	per	week.	
Considering	 further	 how	 educational	 background	 correlates	with	 the	 forms	 of	 diversity	 valued	



















































































	 64.9	 61.8	 58.3	 53.6	 53.2	 49.5	 43.3	 46	 40.5	 40.5	 28.6	
GENDER	
Male	 58.7	 61.5	 56.7	 48.6	 49.4	 40.9	 42.9	 45.3	 34.4	 36	 23.1	
Female	 70.6	 61.9	 60	 58.1	 57	 57.4	 49.1	 41.5	 46	 44.9	 33.6	
AGE	
18-25	 68.1	 59.4	 59.4	 56.5	 53.6	 42	 47.8	 39.1	 56.5	 42	 36.2	
26-35	 70.1	 55.8	 59.7	 50.6	 49.3	 49.3	 50.6	 44.1	 50.6	 36.2	 36.4	
36-45	 61.3	 57	 61.3	 55.9	 54.8	 46.2	 40.9	 45.1	 38.7	 43	 26.9	
46-55	 64.4	 57.5	 63.2	 60.9	 51.7	 58.6	 44.8	 50.6	 42.5	 40.2	 32.2	
56-65	 65.3	 70.4	 56.1	 53	 61.2	 49	 51	 44.9	 34.7	 41.8	 26.5	
66-75	 61.4	 71.4	 52.9	 48.6	 44.3	 50	 40	 35.7	 25.7	 42.9	 15.7	
76+	 63.2	 57.9	 42.1	 31.6	 57.9	 52.6	 47.3	 31.6	 26.3	 26.3	 21.1	
INCOME	per	week	
$2,000	or	more		 64.1	 62.5	 59.4	 51.6	 59.4	 35.9	 48.4	 50	 42.2	 31.2	 29.7	
$1,500	-	$1,999		 67.7	 62.9	 62.9	 54.8	 51.6	 50	 41.9	 43.5	 38.7	 45.2	 27.4	
$1,250	-	$1,499	 79.6	 71.4	 63.3	 63.3	 65.3	 49	 49	 51	 40.8	 46.9	 26.6	
$1,000	-	$1,249	 60.3	 60.3	 52.4	 47.6	 49.2	 49.2	 50.8	 38.1	 41.3	 36.5	 23.8	
$800	-	$999		 63.3	 57.1	 55.1	 44.9	 40.8	 40.8	 38.8	 40.8	 42.9	 36.7	 30.6	
$600	-	$799	 73.6	 54.7	 54.7	 56.6	 49.1	 54.7	 47.2	 41.5	 30.2	 37.7	 20.7	
$400	-	$599	 60.7	 62.5	 55.4	 53.6	 50	 64.3	 46.4	 44.6	 51.8	 44.6	 35.7	
$300	-	$399	 65.8	 73.7	 60.5	 65.8	 68.4	 60.5	 52.6	 50	 42.1	 44.7	 36.8	
$200	-	$299	 72	 76	 64	 52	 52	 52	 48	 28	 32	 56	 16	
$1	-	$199		 35.7	 35.7	 50	 50	 50	 28.6	 50	 50	 50	 50	 57.1	








51	 53.1	 49	 44.9	 51	 49	 40.8	 34.7	 26.5	 34.7	 20.4	
High	school	(year	
12	or	equivalent)	
57.6	 60	 60	 56.5	 52.9	 50.6	 35.3	 37.6	 41.1	 40	 34.1	
Diploma	or	
certificate	
59.2	 61.2	 50.3	 47.6	 47.6	 52.4	 44.2	 41.5	 38.8	 35	 27.9	
Undergraduate	
degree	
76.5	 63.4	 67.3	 58.8	 56.2	 48.4	 51	 43.8	 42.5	 45	 27.4	
Postgraduate	
degree	
69.7	 68.4	 59.2	 57.9	 59.2	 46.1	 52.6	 57.9	 48.7	 46	 32.9	
OCCUPATION	
Manager	 68.2	 66.7	 57.6	 59.1	 47	 39.4	 37.9	 51.5	 36.4	 37.9	 28.8	
Professional	 72.2	 62.4	 66.9	 50.4	 54.1	 45.9	 50.4	 48.1	 42.9	 42.1	 28.6	
Technician	and	
Trades	Worker	








62.6	 54.2	 53	 53	 51.8	 55.4	 43.4	 42.2	 41	 37.3	 28.9	




50	 62.5	 75	 50	 62.5	 25	 50	 75	 50	 37.5	 37.5	
Labourer	 42.1	 63.1	 47.4	 42.1	 47.4	 57.9	 47.4	 57.9	 47.4	 31.6	 31.6	
Other	 59.6	 62.5	 51.5	 53.7	 54.4	 50.7	 42.6	 31.6	 36	 40.4	 24.3	
ETHNICITY	
Anglo	Australian		 63.3	 65.2	 59.1	 55.2	 54	 53.3	 49.8	 47.1	 40.1	 37.1	 31.7	
European	 66.4	 68	 61.6	 58.4	 55.2	 56.8	 44	 40	 48	 48.8	 29.6	
















section	 about	 diversity-valuers	 focuses	 more	 specifically	 on	 what	 aspects	 residents	 of	 diverse	
neighbourhoods	–	which	all	of	the	survey	participants	are	–	value	in	their	neighbourhood.	With	the	
last	question	of	the	survey,	the	aim	was	to	understand	what	neighbourhood	aspects	–	as	described	in	
the	 literature	 as	 characteristic	 of	 diverse	neighbourhoods	 (see	Chapters	 2.1.4.1	 and	2.2.3.1)	 –	 are	
valued	by	the	participants.	The	assumption	here	is	that	all	survey	participants	live	in	relatively	diverse	
neighbourhoods.	 The	answers	 to	 this	 question	 thus	provide	 insights	 into	what	distinguishes	 those	
diverse	neighbourhoods	from	others.	In	the	survey,	the	participants	were	able	to	choose	between	ten	







access	 to	 amenities	 in	 their	 neighbourhood.	 The	 majority	 (59%)	 valued	 the	 presence	 of	 different	
restaurants	and	shops,	and	50.7%	valued	the	presence	of	different	services.	 In	accordance	with	the	












findings	 from	 the	 case	 study,	 this	 suggests	 that	 diversity	 could	 be	 promoted	 by	 the	 public	 sector	
through	the	provision	of	different,	diversity-enhancing	services	–	such	as	schools	or	age	care.		
The	 next	 three	 highest	 ranked	 characteristics	 refer	 to	 the	 attitude	 of	 people	 –	 acceptance	 of	
otherness	(46.4%),	the	atmosphere	of	openness	and	tolerance	it	provides	(41.72%)	and	a	more	open-




Looking	 at	 the	 diversity-seeker	 demographic	 –	 people	 who	 indicated	 that	 they	 moved	 into	 a	
neighbourhood	because	of	 its	diversity	–	and	what	 they	value	 in	 their	neighbourhood	 (Figure	5.7)	
shows	 that	 they	appreciated	 those	aspects	 that	are	commonly	 seen	as	 characteristic	 for	a	diverse	


























































51.16	 63.16	 57.43	 63.64	 52.63	
The	presence	of	
different	services	
32.56	 57.02	 49	 55.68	 52.63	
The	cosmopolitan	
lifestyle	
23.26	 22.81	 28.51	 42.05	 47.37	
A	younger	
demographic	
6.98	 8.77	 11.24	 20.45	 21.05	
A	more	open-minded	
demographic	
18.60	 27.19	 37.35	 52.27	 57.89	
The	different	look	of	
people	


























































whole	 participant	 cohort	 (e.g.	 all	 female	 survey	 participants).	 This	 will	 indicate	 which	 group	 is	













































Another	 aspect	 playing	 into	 this	 is	 the	 correlation	 between	 gentrification	 and	 diverse	










was	motivated	by	 its	diversity	are	 those	earning	only	$300-$399	per	week.	This	 is	also	one	of	 the	
income	groups	that	valued	the	majority	of	different	diversity	forms	most	and	includes	people	such	as	
students	and	pensioners.	
Grouping	 different	 interest	 groups	 together	 into	 high	 ($65,000	–	 $104,000+),	middle	 ($31,201-
65,000)	 and	 low	 (0-$31,200)	 income	 (these	 income	 categories	 are	 based	 on	 Phillips	 and	 Toohey’s		
(2013)	 classification)	 shows	 that	 there	 is	 a	 statistically	 significant	 relationship	 (p<0.05)	 between	
income	and	moving	into	a	neighbourhood	because	of	its	diversity.		
















Considering	 the	 ethnic	 background	 of	 the	 diversity-seekers	 shows	 that	 the	 highest	 percentage	
(39.25%)	were	Anglo-Australian.	However,	when	compared	to	the	whole	survey	sample,	other	ethnic	












26.73%.	 This	 suggests	 that	 there	 is	 no	 special	 relation	 between	 ethnicity	 and	 actively	 valuing	
neighbourhood	diversity.		















Male		 61	 57%	 24.7%	
Female	 46	 43%	 17.36%	
AGE	
18-25	 12	 11.21%	 17.39%	
26-35	 17	 15.89%	 22.08%	
36-45	 21	 19.63%	 22.58%	
46-55	 19	 17.76%	 21.84%	
56-65	 19	 17.76%	 19.39%	
66-75	 15	 14.02%	 21.43%	
76+	 2	 1.87%	 10.53%	
INCOME	
$2,000	or	more		 24	 22.43%	 37.7%	
$1,500	-	$1,999		 14	 13.08%	 22.58%	
$1,250	-	$1,499	 15	 14.02%	 30.61%	
$1,000	-	$1,249	 9	 8.41%	 14.29%	
$800	-	$999		 9	 8.41%	 18.37%	
$600	-	$799	 8	 7.48%	 15.09%	
$400	-	$599	 10	 9.35%	 17.86%	
$300	-	$399	 9	 8.41%	 23.68%	
$200	-	$299	 3	 2.8%	 12%	
$1	-	$199		 3	 2.8%	 21.4%	

















Postgraduate	degree	 21	 19.63%	 27.63%	
Other		 1	 0.93%	 	
OCCUPATION	
Manager	 16	 14.95%	 24.24%	
















Labourer	 3	 2.80%	 15.79%	
Other	 33	 30.84%	 24.26%	
ETHNICITY	
Anglo	Australian		 42	 39.25%	 26.22%	
European	 29	 27.10%	 23.20%	
Asian		 27	 25.23%	 26.73%	
TENURE	STATUS	
Rent	 41	 38.32%	 21.69%	
Own	 61	 57.01%	 20.54%	
LOCATION	
Sydney	 29	 27.1	 20.4	
Melbourne		 51	 47.7	 27.6	
Brisbane	 27	 25.2	 14.5	
Source:	Valuing	Neighbourhood	Diversity	Survey	
	



















accepting	 the	 time-cost	 a	 longer	 commute	 incurs)	 –	people	are	willing	 to	pay	 in	order	 to	 live	 in	a	
diverse	neighbourhood	shows	that	there	are	81	participants	(16%	of	the	sample)	who	indicated	that	
they	were	willing	to	pay	a	higher	rent/house	price	(see	Figure	5.9),	while	only	63	(12%)	were	willing	
to	accept	a	 longer	commute	 in	order	to	 live	 in	a	diverse	neighbourhood.	However,	the	majority	of	
people	disagreed	with	these	two	statements	–	I	am	willing	to	pay	a	higher	house	price	and	I	accept	a	
longer	commute	to	my	workplace,	 in	order	to	 live	 in	a	diverse	neighbourhood	such	as	this	–	46.6%	
(13.5%	of	whom	strongly)	and	54%	(18.9%strongly)	respectively.	This	indicates	that	the	people	who	






















willing	 to	 pay	money	 to	 live	 in	 a	 diverse	 place.	When	making	 an	 economic	 argument	 for	 diverse	
neighbourhoods,	 this	 would	 potentially	 be	 the	 group	 targeted	 by	 economic-driven	 planning	 and	
marketing	initiatives.		
Table	5.3	presents	statistics	for	all	demographic	cohorts	regarding	their	willingness	to	pay	more	or	
commute	 longer	 in	order	 to	 live	 in	a	diverse	neighbourhood.	With	 regards	 to	gender,	 the	analysis	
shows	 that	 a	 higher	 proportion	 of	 male	 compared	 to	 female	 respondents	 was	 willing	 to	 pay	 a	














































to	pay	more	 in	order	 to	 live	 in	a	diverse	neighbourhood,	whereas	renters	were	willing	to	accept	a	
longer	commute.	This	ties	in	with	the	results	found	at	age	and	income,	as	renters	are	more	likely	to	
be	of	younger	age	and	on	 lower	 income,	as	they	are	still	arguably	 (or	at	 least,	 traditionally)	at	 the	
beginning	of	their	careers.		
Looking	at	the	spatial	distribution	of	people	willing	to	pay	a	monetary	or	temporal	price	in	order	













TOTAL	 81	 	 15.79%	 63	 	 12.28%	
GENDER	
Male		 42	 51.58%	 17%	 36	 57.14%	 14.57%	
Female	 39	 48.15%	 14.71%	 27	 42.86%	 10.19%	
AGE	
18-25	 8	 9.88%	 11.59%	 11	 17.46%	 15.94%	
26-35	 14	 17.28%	 18.18%	 17	 26.98%	 22.08%	
36-45	 18	 22.22%	 19.35%	 12	 19.05%	 12.9%	
46-55	 16	 19.75%	 18.39%	 7	 11.11%	 8.46%	
56-65	 14	 17.28%	 14.29%	 9	 14.29%	 9.18%	
66-75	 10	 12.35%	 14.29%	 6	 9.52%	 8.57%	
76+	 1	 1.23%	 5.26%	 1	 1.59%	 5.26%	
INCOME	per	week	
$2,000	or	more		 15	 18.52%	 23.44%	 9	 14.29%	 14.06%	
$1,500	-	$1,999		 11	 13.58%	 17.74%	 8	 12.70%	 12.9%	
$1,250	-	$1,499	 12	 14.81%	 24.49%	 9	 14.29%	 18.3%	
$1,000	-	$1,249	 10	 12.35%	 15.87%	 11	 17.46%	 17.46%	
$800	-	$999		 7	 8.64%	 14.29%	 5	 7.94%	 10.2%	
$600	-	$799	 7	 8.64%	 13.21%	 7	 11.11%	 13.21%	
$400	-	$599	 5	 6.17%	 8.93%	 3	 4.76%	 5.36%	
$300	-	$399	 7	 8.64%	 18.42%	 6	 9.52%	 15.79%	
$200	-	$299	 2	 2.47%	 8%	 0	 0.00%	 	
$1	-	$199		 3	 3.70%	 21.43%	 4	 6.35%	 28.57%	































Manager	 16	 19.75%	 24.24%	 7	 11.11%	 10.61%	


























Labourer	 2	 2.47%	 10.53%	 3	 4.76%	 15.79%	
Other	 19	 23.46%	 13.97%	 11	 17.46%	 8.09%	
ETHNICITY	
Anglo	Australian		 35	 43.21%	 13.51%	 24	 38.10%	 9.27%	
European	 19	 23.46%	 15.2%	 15	 23.81%	 12%	
Asian		 20	 24.69%	 19.8%	 20	 31.75%	 19.8%	
TENURE	STATUS	
Rent	 27	 33.33%	 14.29%	 32	 50.79%	 16.93%	
Own	 53	 65.43%	 17.85%	 29	 46.03%	 9.76%	
LOCATION	
Sydney	 18	 22.2		 12.7	 17	 27.0		 12	
Melbourne		 35	 43.2		 18.9	 32	 50.8		 17.3	

















has	 shown	 that	 a	 considerable	 proportion	 (20%)	 of	 the	 survey	 participants	 were	 attracted	 to	 a	
	 98	
neighbourhood	 by	 its	 diversity.	 Furthermore,	 certain	 demographic	 groups	 are	 even	willing	 to	 pay	
monetary	 (15.79%)	 and	 non-monetary	 (temporal)	 costs	 (12.28%)	 in	 order	 to	 live	 in	 a	 diverse	
neighbourhood.	Comparing	 those	demographic	profiles	with	 the	one	 for	 the	diversity-valuers	 (see	































	 	 	 Diversity-Consumer	 	
Gender	 female	 male	 male	 male	
Age	 46-65	 36-45	 26-55	 18-35	






















Ethnicity	 European	 Asian	 Asian	 Asian	
Tenure	Status	 	 	 own	 rent	


















study	 that	diversity-seekers	 tend	 to	 spend	 their	 leisure	 time	 locally	and	use	 local	 facilities	 such	as	













and	development	of	new	neighbourhoods	 in	urban	 renewal.	 In	 this	 last	 chapter,	 I	will	 review	and	


























2007)	 and	 applied	 it	 to	 the	 population	 diversity	 found	 in	 neighbourhoods,	 including	 social,	
demographic,	cultural	and	economic	differences.	With	regards	to	a	value	concept,	it	is	the	position	in	













diversity	 are	 valued	 and	 by	 what	 demographic,	 a	 survey	 was	 conducted	 in	 the	most	 diverse	 and	
desired	suburbs	in	Sydney,	Melbourne	and	Brisbane.	A	representative	sample	of	513	participants	took	
part	in	the	survey.	Both	the	case	study	and	the	survey	have	produced	relevant	and	significant	findings.	




social	 (76%),	 demographic	 (73%),	 cultural	 (72%)	 and	economic	 (60%)	 groups.	 Those	high	 approval	
rates	demonstrate	that	diversity	is	a	public	value.	When	asked	more	specifically	about	different	types	
of	diversity,	ethnic	diversity	was	most	valued	by	64.9%	of	the	survey	participants.	The	analysis	has	also	









Investigating	 the	 diversity-seeker	 phenomenon	 in	 Australia,	 the	 survey	 has	 revealed	 that	 20	
percent	of	the	participants	made	their	locational	choice	based	on	the	diversity	of	a	place	–	so-called	















groups.	Whilst	 public	 stakeholders	 in	 urban	 renewal	 deal	with	 a	more	 specific	 term	of	 diversity	 –	
predominately	mixed	use	and	particular	demographic	characteristics	–	more	than	half	of	the	urban	























as	 a	 starting	 point	 in	 investigating	 the	 value	 of	 diversity	 in	 urban	 renewal	 shows	 that	 the	 most	


















This	 thesis	 has	 produced	 several	 findings,	 which	 prompt	 further	 research.	 Firstly,	 this	 thesis	 has	






alone	 is	 not	 automatically	 resulting	 in	 its	 popularity.	 The	 relationship	 between	 diversity	 and	













the	 current	 housing	 crisis	 in	 Australia,	 as	 pointed	 out	 by	 one	 of	 the	 key	 informants,	 it	 would	 be	






























































Baum,	 S,	 O’Connor,	 K	 &	 Stimson,	 R,	 2005,	 ‘Suburbs	 of	 advantage	 and	 disadvantage’,	 Fault	 Lines	
Exposed,	Monash	University	ePress,	Melbourne,	pp.	03.1–03.47.	
Baycan-Levent,	 T,	 2010,	 ‘Diversity	 and	 creativity	 as	 seedbeds	 for	 urban	 and	 regional	 dynamics’,	
European	Planning	Studies,	vol.	18,	no.	4,	pp.	565-594.	
Bellini,	E,	Ottaviano,	G,	Pinelli,	D	&	Prarolo,	G,	2013,	‘Cultural	diversity	and	economic	performance:	
















Bureau	 of	 Infrastructure,	 Transport	 and	 Regional	 Economics	 2009,	 Regional	 economic	 growth	 in	
Australia—2004–05	to	2005–06,	Canberra.		
Campbell,	 S,	 2003,	 ‘Case	 Studies	 in	 Planning:	 Comparative	 Advantages	 and	 the	 Problem	 of	











City	 of	 Melbourne	 2013,	 Docklands	 small	 area	 demographic	 profile,	 viewed	 26	 September	 2016,	
<http://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/small-area-profile-docklands-
2013.pdf>.	

























Dunn,	 K,	 White,	 A	 &	 Gandhi,	 V,	 2010,	 Understanding	 racism	 and	 cultural	 diversity:	 2007	 South	































the	 Local	 Government	 Business	 Excellence	 Network	 (LGBEN),	 University	 of	 Technology	 Sydney,	
Sydney.		
	





Hall,	 M,	 &	 Rath,	 J	 (eds.),	 2007,	 ‘Tourism,	 migration,	 and	 place	 advantage	 in	 the	 global	 cultural	
economy’,	in	Tourism,	ethnic	diversity,	and	the	city,	Routledge,	New	York,	pp.	1-24.	
Halter,	M,	 2007,	 ‘Tourists	 "R/Us":	 immigrants,	 ethnic	 tourism,	 and	 the	marketing	 of	metropolitan	
Boston’,	in	J	Rath	(eds.),	Tourism,	ethnic	diversity,	and	the	city,	Routledge,	New	York,	pp.	199-215.	
Harris,	M,	2014,	“Megaprojects:	a	global	 review	and	the	Australian	context”,	Festival	of	Urbanism,	







Joseph,	M,	 Chaskin,	 R,	 &	Webber,	 H,	 2007,	 ‘The	 theoretical	 basis	 for	 addressing	 poverty	 through	
mixed-income	development’,	Urban	Affairs	Review,	vol.	42,	no.	1,	pp.	369–409.	


















































Ottaviano,	G,	&	 Peri,	G,	 2006,	 ‘The	 economic	 value	 of	 cultural	 diversity:	 evidence	 from	US	 cities’,	
Journal	of	Economic	Geography,	vol.	6,	no.	9,	pp.	9-44.		




Paulsen,	 K,	 2015,	 ‘“Great	 neighborhoods”	 for	whom?:	 comment	 on	 Talen	 et	 al.,	 ‘What	 is	 a	 'great	
neighborhood'?’,	Journal	of	the	American	Planning	Association,	vol.	81,	no.	3,	pp.232-233.	




































prepared	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Sydney,	 viewed	 9	 April	 2016,	
<https://www.leichhardt.nsw.gov.au/ArticleDocuments/153/bays-best-practice.pdf.aspx	>.	
Shamsuddin,	 S,	 &	 Vale,	 L,	 2016,	 ‘Hoping	 for	 more:	 redeveloping	 U.S.	 public	 housing	 without	
marginalizing	low-income	residents?’,	Housing	Studies,	pp.	1-20.	










Sim,	 L.,	 Yu,	 S.	 &	 Han,	 S.,	 2003,	 ‘Public	 housing	 and	 ethnic	 integration	 in	 Singapore’,	 Habitat	
International,	vol.	27,	no.	2,	pp.	293-307.	
Spano,	 A,	 2014,	 ‘How	 do	 we	 measure	 public	 value?	 From	 theory	 to	 practice’,	 Public	 Value	
Management,	Measurement	and	Reporting	Studies	in	Public	and	Non-Profit	Governance,	vol.	3,	pp.	
353	373.	
Stoker,	G	2006,	Public	 value	management:	 a	new	narrative	 for	networked	governance?,	American	
Review	of	Public	Administration,	vol.	36,	no.	1,	pp.	41-57.	
		
Syrett,	 S	 &	 Sepulveda,	 L,	 2011,	 ‘Realising	 the	 diversity	 dividend:	 population	 diversity	 and	 urban	
	 112	
economic	development’,	Environment	and	Planning	A,	vol.	43,	no.	2,	pp.	487-504.	
Tach,	 L,	 2014,	 ‘Diversity,	 inequality,	 and	microsegregation:	 dynamics	 of	 inclusion	 and	 exclusion	 in	

















the	 Urban	 Institute,	 viewed	 19	 May	 2016,	
<http://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/alfresco/publication-pdfs/411955-Promoting-
Neighborhood-Diversity-Benefits-Barriers-and-Strategies.PDF>.	
Urban	 Growth	 NSW	 2016,	 Central	 to	 Everleigh,	 viewed	 27	 April	 2016,	
http://www.urbangrowth.nsw.gov.au/projects/central-to-eveleighp.	

















































Penrith NSW 2751 Australia
Research Engagement, Development and Innovation (REDI)
REDI Reference: H12018
Risk Rating: Low 1 - LNR
HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE
30 March 2017
Associate Professor Andrew Gorman-Murray
School of Social Sciences and Psychology
Dear Andrew,
I wish to formally advise you that the Human Research Ethics Committee has approved your research proposal 
H12018  “Valuing Diversity in Urban Renewal“, until 1 March 2018 with the provision of a progress report annually if 
over 12 months and a final report on completion.
In providing this approval the HREC determined that the proposal meets the requirements of the National Statement on 
Ethical Conduct in Human Research.
This protocol covers the following researchers: 
Andrew Gorman-Murray, Michael Darcy, Emilie Baganz
Conditions of Approval
1. A progress report will be due annually on the anniversary of the approval date.
2. A final report will be due at the expiration of the approval period.
3. Any amendments to the project must be approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee prior to being 
implemented. Amendments must be requested using the HREC Amendment Request Form: 
https://www.westernsydney.edu.au/__data/assets/word_doc/0012/1096995/FORM_Amendment_Request.docx
4. Any serious or unexpected adverse events on participants must be reported to the Human Research Ethics 
Committee via the Human Ethics Officer as a matter of priority.
5. Any unforeseen events that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the project should also be reported to the 
Committee as a matter of priority
6. Consent forms are to be retained within the archives of the School or Research Institute and made available to the 
Committee upon request.
7. Project specific conditions:
There are no specific conditions applicable.
Please quote the registration number and title as indicated above in the subject line on all future correspondence 
related to this project. All correspondence should be sent to the e-mail address humanethics@westernsydney.edu.au 
















This	 research	 project	 explores	 what	 the	 economic	 value	 of	 a	 diverse	 -	 socio-economically,	
demographically	and	culturally	mixed	-	neighbourhood	 is.	Whilst	scholars,	planners	and	a	range	of	
stakeholder	believe	in	the	social	value	of	diversity	in	cities	and	neighbourhoods,	it	has	proven	difficult	
to	get	 investors	and	treasuries	 in	 the	construction	and	housing	sector	to	 financially	 invest	 in	more	




The	 empirical	 research	 will	 provide	 insight	 into	 what	 different	 stakeholders	 –	 e.g.	 residents,	 and	








This	 study	 is	 funded	 by	UrbanGrowth	NSW,	 the	 government’s	 urban	 transformation	 agency,	with	



















Your	participation	 in	 this	 research	will	provide	 important	 information	on	what	urban	planning	and	








to	 any	 local	 neighbourhood	 issues	 please	 contact	 a	 neighbourhood	 centre	 in	 your	 area.	 Find	 the	















data	 you	 provide	 and	 that	 your	 data	will	 not	 be	 used	 in	 any	 other	 projects.	 Please	 note	 that	 the	









































































































This	 study	 is	 funded	 by	UrbanGrowth	NSW,	 the	 government’s	 urban	 transformation	 agency,	with	






The	 survey	 is	 completely	 anonymous.	 All	 information	 provided	 is	 voluntary	 and	 will	 be	 strictly	







Your	participation	 in	 this	 research	will	provide	 important	 information	on	what	residents	value	 in	a	
diverse	 neighbourhood.	 Findings	 from	 the	 empirical	 research	 could	 have	 implications	 for	 future	
investments	 from	 government,	 non-government	 and	 private	 investors	 into	 the	 planning	 for	 and	







































































valued.	 In	 this	 survey,	 we	 are	 interested	 in	 different	 groups	 of	 people	 living	 together	 in	 a	
























































































































13.	 Which	 THREE,	 if	 any,	 of	 the	 following	 were	 your	 MAIN	 reasons	 for	 choosing	 to	 live	 in	 the	
neighbourhood	you	currently	live	in?	(Please	choose	up	to	THREE	options.	If	your	answer	is	not	in	the	
list	provided,	please	type	them	in	the	box	provided.)		
m To	be	close	to	my	workplace	
m To	be	close	to	my	partner’s	workplace	
m I	am	currently/	was	studying	in	the	neighbourhood	
m Availability	of	public	transport	
m The	diversity	of	the	neighbourhood	
m The	size	or	type	of	housing	available	
m The	cost	of	housing	available	
m To	be	close	to	friends/	family	
m To	be	close	to	good	schools	
m To	be	close	to	local	shops	
m To	be	close	to	restaurants/	leisure	or	cultural	facilities	
m To	be	close	to	countryside/	green	spaces	
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m The	quality	of	the	built	or	natural	environment	
m The	safety	and	security	of	the	neighbourhood	
m The	sense	of	community	in	the	neighbourhood	
m I	have	a	cultural	or	religious	association	with	the	neighbourhood	
m I	grew	up	in	the	neighbourhood	
m Other	(please	specify)	________________________________________	
	
4.	VALUE	OF	NEIGHBOURHOOD	DIVERSITY	
Do	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements?	
14.	I	moved	into	this	neighbourhood	because	I	valued	its	diversity	
m Strongly	Disagree		
m Disagree		
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	
m Agree		
m Strongly	Agree	
	
15.	I	am	willing	to	pay	a	higher	rent/housing	price,	in	order	to	live	in	a	diverse	neighbourhood	such	as	
this	
m Strongly	Disagree		
m Disagree		
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	
m Agree		
m Strongly	Agree	
	
16.	I	accept	a	longer	commute	to	my	work	place	in	order	to	live	in	a	diverse	neighbourhood	such	as	
this.	
m Strongly	Disagree		
m Disagree		
m Neither	agree	nor	disagree	
m Agree		
m Strongly	Agree	
	
17.	Within	my	neighbourhood,	I	value	(Tick	all	that	apply)	
m Acceptance	of	otherness	
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m That	I	can	build	networks	beyond	people	similar	to	me	
m The	atmosphere	of	openness	and	tolerance	it	provides	
m The	presence	of	different	restaurants	&	shops	
m The	presence	of	different	services	
m The	cosmopolitan	lifestyle	
m A	younger	demographic	
m A	more	open-minded	demographic	
m The	different	look	of	people	
m Other	(please	specify)	_____________________	
	
	
5.	DEMOGRAPHIC	QUESTIONS	
	
The	following	questions	ask	you	to	supply	us	with	some	basic	demographic	details	so	that	we	can	
describe	the	kinds	of	individuals	who	participated	in	this	study.	
	
18.	What	is	your	postcode?	
m _	_	_	_	
	
19.	What	is	your	gender?	
m Female	
m Male	
m Other	(please	specify)	_____________________	
	
20.	What	is	your	age?		
m 18-25	years		
m 26-35	years		
m 36-45	years		
m 46-55	years		
m 56-65	years		
m 66-75	years		
	
21.	What	is	your	ethnic	origin?	(Tick	all	that	apply)	
m African		
m Anglo	Australian		
m Indigenous	Australian	(i.e.,	Aboriginal,	Torres	Strait	Islander)	
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m European	
m Asian		
m Latin,	Central,	and	South	American		
m North	American	
m Middle	Eastern		
m Pacific	Islander		
m Another	group	(Please	specify)	_______________________	
	
22.	Do	you	speak	a	language	other	than	English	at	home?	
m No,	English	only	
m Yes,	Italian	
m Yes,	Greek		
m Yes,	Cantonese	
m Yes;	Arabic	
m Yes,	Mandarin	
m Yes,	Vietnamese	
m Yes,	other	(please	specify)	____________________	
	
23.	What	is	your	religion?		
m Buddhism		
m Christianity		
m Hinduism		
m Islam	
m Judaism	
m No	Religion		
m Other	Religion	(Please	specify)				____________________	
	
24.	Do	you	rent	your	home,	own	it,	or	do	you	have	some	other	arrangement?		
m Rent	
m Own	
m Some	other	arrangement	
	
25.	What	is	the	highest	level	of	school	you	have	completed	or	the	highest	degree	you	have	received?	
m Did	not	finish	high	school	
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m High	school	(year	12	or	equivalent)	
m Diploma	or	certificate	
m Undergraduate	degree	
m Postgraduate	degree	
m Other	(Please	specify)			____________________	
	
26.	Which	of	the	following	best	describes	your	current	employment	situation.	(Tick	all	that	apply)	
m Self-employed	
m Employed	(working	for	someone	else)	
m Unemployed		
m Student		
m Retired	
m Unable	to	work	
m Other	(Please	specify)		____________________	
	
	
27.	What	category	best	describes	your	occupation?	
m Manager	
m Professional	
m Technician	and	Trades	Worker	
m Community	and	Personal	Service	Worker	
m Clerical	and	Administrative	Worker	
m Sales	Worker	
m Machinery	Operator	and	Driver	
m Labourer	
	
	
28.	What	is	the	total	of	all	wages/salaries,	government	benefits,	pensions,	allowances	and	other	
income	you	usually	receive?		
m $2,000	or	more	per	week	($104,000	or	more	per	year)		
m $1,500	-	$1,999	per	week	($78,000	-	$103,999	per	year)		
m $1,250	-	$1,499	per	week	($65,000	-	$77,999	per	year)		
m $1,000	-	$1,249	per	week	($52,000	-	$64,999	per	year)		
m $800	-	$999	per	week	($41,600	-	$51,999	per	year)		
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m $600	-	$799	per	week	($31,200	-	$41,599	per	year)		
m $400	-	$599	per	week	($20,800	-	$31,199	per	year)		
m $300	-	$399	per	week	($15,600	-	$20,799	per	year)		
m $200	-	$299	per	week	($10,400	-	$15,599	per	year)		
m $1	-	$199	per	week	($1	-	$10,399	per	year)		
m Nil	income		
m Negative	income		
29.	Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	to	add?	
 
	
	
	
	
